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1. Description of the Issue  
  
1.1 History of Issue  
Genetic modification is a method to alter the characteristic of a plant, animal, or micro-
organism. This is usually done through the transfer of genetic material from one organism to 
a different organism. The concept of genetic modification has been around for a while, and 
there have been many instances in which plants have been altered genetically. However, due 
to the novelty of tools that allow potential genetic modification in humans, there are few 
regulations that target genetic modification in humans. Further, with the potential of genetic 
modification being huge, many nations are not keen on regulating genetic modification.  
 
Genetic modification is defined by Britannica.com as “the artificial manipulation, 
modification, and recombination of DNA or other nucleic acid molecules in order to modify 
an organism or population of organisms”. Genetic modification can be dated back to ancient 
times, where it was done indirectly through the use of selective breeding methods of plants 
and animals. For instance, dogs were likely the first species to have been altered genetically, 
with traces of breeding leading to around 32,000 years ago, according to Gabriel Ranger, a 
public health scientist at Harvard University. Initially wild wolves were bred, and eventually, 
dogs were adapted or modified as reflected in their docile attitudes. As for plants, the earliest 
known occurrence was around 9000 B.C., where farmers selectively bred grasses in order to 
cultivate crops that resulted in larger grains. Other than plants and animals, genetic 
modification has also been done on the E. coli Bacteria, and human insulin was synthesized, 
making this Bacteria the first instance of a genetically engineered human medication.  
 
Furthermore, on a daily basis, people consume food that is genetically modified. According 
to the Ohio State university, genetically modified food can be organized into the following 
categories: “Selective breeding: Two strains of plants are introduced and bred to produce 
offspring with specific features. Between 10,000 and 300,000 genes can be affected. This is 
the oldest method of genetic modification, and is typically not included in the GMO food 
category. Mutagenesis: Plant seeds are purposely exposed to chemicals or radiation in order 
to mutate the organisms. The offspring with the desired traits are kept and further bred. 
Mutagenesis is also not typically included in the GMO food category. RNA interference: 
Individual undesirable genes in plants are inactivated in order to remove any undesired traits. 
Transgenics: A gene is taken from one species and implanted in another in order to introduce 
a desirable trait.9” The last two categories usually define what is modern Genetic engineering, 
also known as genetic modification, and these genetic alterations certainly have helped 



increase agricultural yields. Today, livestock are also bred selectively in order to increase the 
efficiency of animal growth, along with resistance to diseases. For instance, according to the 
Journal of Anatomy, “certain types of chickens have been bred to grow 300 percent faster 
today than they did in the 1960s9”. 
 
During the 1970s, the development of genetic engineering technologies began to accelerate in 
terms of development. By 1974, a national mortarium on genetic engineering experiments 
were placed, due to the ethical concerns that arose from the rapid development of these 
technologies. In February of 1975, the Asilomar conference14 was organized, where over 100 
scientists within this field attended. This conference shaped the ethical ideas regarding 
genetic experimentation, and these rules are still largely being adhered to. By the 1980s, the 
first transgenic animal was created. A transgenic animal is an animal that had a gene from a 
foreign organism in its genome. This was done by Thomas Wagner and his team in 1981, and 
they transferred the genes of a rabbit into the genome of a mouse. By the 1990s, the 
foundations of CRISPR were pioneered by Francisco Mojica. The invention of CRISPR 
would revolutionize the field of genetic modification as mentioned below. By 1996, Dolly the 
sheep was cloned, and this was the first instance of a mammal to be cloned and Dolly shared 
the same genetic makeup with its real self. By 1998, the United States Congress funded the 
Human Genome Project, which mapped out the entire human genome by 2003. By the 2000s, 
the first gene-targeted drug therapy was approved, and this drug was used to treat a form of 
cancer. However, researchers still lacked the adequate tools to modify the human genome, 
despite due to a lack of tools. This changed with the development of CRISPR, a genetic 
engineering technique where it is based on the antiviral defense systems of CRISPR-Cas 9 
defense systems. 
 
1.2 Recent Developments  
 
In recent times, tools such as CRISPR, a very precise gene editing tool that can manipulate 
DNA, allows researchers to treat diseases, and repair damaged tissue5. CRISPR, was first 
introduced in 2012, where it has spurred the rapid development of gene editing technology. 
CRISPR has proven its efficacy in various studies, with its diverse applications5. For 
instance, CRISPR has demonstrated that it can counter the adverse reactions that patients 
typically experience after a transplant5. These reaction stem from the response from the 
patient’s body where it recognizes the transplanted cells as foreign, therefore initiating an 
immune response. With the use of CRISPR, it allows these transplanted cells to appear 
“invisible” to the immune system. This process has been tried on mouses where cells were 
transplanted into mice after they were processed by CRISPR, therefore eliciting no adverse 
reactions. This process is described as the following from the Future-science website, “this is 
the first time anyone has engineered cells that can be universally transplanted and can 
survive in immunocompetent recipients without eliciting an immune response,” commented 
Deuse. “Our technique solves the problem of rejection of stem cells and stem cell-derived 
tissues and represents a major advance for the stem cell therapy field.12”  
Currently, the use of CRISPR on the human body is therapeutic, where it is used to fix 
genetic mutations, rather than creating mutations. There has been a documented case of 
CRISPR technology applied to human embryos, where a researcher utilized this technology 
in order to remove certain diseases that were present genetically. The researcher was then 
placed under house arrest. Genetic modification application within humans are divided into 
two: somatic gene editing and germline editing. Somatic gene editing are changes made to 
DNA in an individual’s body cells, thereby not affecting the individual’s descendants. As for 



germline editing, changes are made to the DNA in a sperm, egg cells, or embryos, causing 
permanent change to one’s potential lineage.  
 
However great the efficacy of tools such as CRISPR may be, there are several ethical 
concerns in the field of genetic modification, especially in its application in the human body. 
Rivka Weinberg, professor of philosophy at Scripps College addresses these dilemmas on 
livescience.com. "When it comes to something like a new technology, you have to think 
about the intention and different uses of it, experimentation on human subjects without their 
consent is inherently problematic. There are not only risks, but also the risks are not mapped 
out. We don't even know what we are risking. If the next-generation technology were 
available and shown to be safe, the objections to testing it in humans would be minimal, but 
that's not the case. The big problem with all of these experimental technologies is that they 
are experimental. One of the main reasons why people were so horrified by the Chinese 
scientist who used CRISPR technology on embryos is because it is such an early stage of 
experimentation. It is not genetic engineering. You are just experimenting on them.9" Even a 
large majority of the proponents and researchers of CRISPR are against its implementation in 
humans at the current stage, and simply put, the technology isn’t ready yet. Furthermore, 
other ethical concerns such as the creation of “designer babies” are present. Designer babies 
are “a baby whose genetic make-up has been selected in order to eradicate a particular defect, 
or to ensure that a particular gene is present, according to the Oxford Dictionary. While there 
are clear medical uses that might apply to this technology, many are concerned about the use 
of technology in order to create cosmetic changes, or to enhance human traits for the parent’s 
liking.  
 
Legislation has been passed to address these concerns, and after the controversial case of the 
application of gene modification technology on a human embryo, scientists call for a five-
year moratorium on gene editing. The convention on Human Rights and Biomedicine is the 
only internationally binding agreement within the medical field, and it states in article 13, that 
“an intervention seeking to modify the human genome may only be undertaken for 
preventive, diagnostic, or therapeutic purposes and only if its aim is not to introduce any 
modification in the genome of any descendants”. Currently, there are barely any regulations 
that address ethical concerns, and in many nations, regulations regarding this field is not 
present in any form.  
 
2. Emphasis of the Discourse  
  
2.1 Right Wing Approach  
In the field of genetic modification, the idea of a right-wing approach is one that wish to 
restrain this urge and to ban the accompanying practices of genetic modification. A right-
wing approach also entails opinions regarding that human embryos with edited genome 
should not be brought to term in clinical settings. Conservative policy organizations also 
agreed with bioethical thought of Hans Jonas (German-born Jewish philosopher), which 
showed how “human dignity was rooted in organic processes of life”. Often times, beliefs 
regarding genetic modification also conflicts with the values of several major religions, in 
which genetic modification is something that is not preferred by many believers. Like the 
thinking of Hans Jonas, many believe that human life should be confined to the natural 
processes of genetics, rather than applications of genetic modification that could be utilized 
for various purposes, both for medical and cosmetic reasons. Others hold right wing 
viewpoints regarding genetic modification in humans not because of religious reasons, but 



because of potential applications that could exasperate racial issues. Some say that by 
allowing human germline modification, it can lead to “the emergence of a market-based 
eugenics that would exacerbate already existing discrimination, inequality and conflict. 
Lastly, others believe that implementation of genetic technologies at their current state of 
development is an irrational response to the potential implications on future descendants of 
those with applications of genetic modification within their genome, through germline 
modification for instance. Further, outcomes that are unaccounted for can also occur, and will 
affect several generations as stated before. Human genetic modification is strictly banned in 
Russia, Canada and most of Europe. Modifying genomes is inherently dangerous, as many 
believe that the gene modification mechanics shouldn’t be used on embryos since they are 
inaccurate and unpredictable.  
 
2.2 Left Wing Approach  
Parallel to the right-wing approach to genetic modification, a left-wing approach consists 
largely of advocates for genetic modification, and a laxer set of regulations in place. 
Historically, a liberal view would be, “the urge to free human genetic modification from the 
constraints of existing law in order to benefit humankind7”, which is reflected in part by their 
view on the applications of genetic modification on disease and the enrichment of lives some 
may feel. Overall the main premise for genetic modification is that “Human genetic 
modification includes “both the enhancement and the prevention of disability7”, thus 
combining evidence-based science to promoting the welfare of individuals, and also 
respecting their rights.7” For instance, scientists are attempting to search for a method that is 
safer for successful fertility treatments by using human genetic modification. The CRISPR, a 
gene editing technique, will be used when “removing the faulty script from the genetic code 
of that person’s future descendants as well.” By undergoing genetic alteration, it may prevent 
many genetic disease, especially single-gene disorders such as cystic fibrosis and 
Huntington’s disease. Policymakers from many different countries supported gene therapies 
that can be safely and effectively target several genetic diseases but forbid human germline 
modification which is “using genetically altered embryos or gametes to produce a child”. The 
extent to which one hold a left-wing approach can vary as shown by the presence of a 
“reflective equilibrium”. This school of thoughts captures both the reasonings of liberals and 
conservatives, yet they generally accept that the outcomes in which produces the greatest 
societal benefit should be adopted, regardless of the religious beliefs that one hold. Nations 
such as US, China, India, Ireland, and Japan have guidelines regarding human genetic 
modification research, yet genetic modifications are possible to and extent. In parts of the 
developing world, there are no regulations in place, therefore applications of genetic 
modification can theoretically occur. However, these circumstances are very unlikely, given 



that parts of these areas do not have access to the latest technologies such as CRISPR. 

 
 
2.3 Stance of Intergovernmental Organizations  
The Council for International Organizations of Medical Sciences (CIOMS) has created a set 
of global standards regarding genetic modifications in humans. The foundation of these 
global standard is the Nuremberg protocols, which were a set of ethical principles for human 
experimentation after the atrocities of the second world war. In many nations, the set of laws 
provided by CIOMS is more comprehensive than the national laws that pertain to genetic 
modification in humans. However, these laws are largely not enforceable, yet it serves as the 
rudiments in the laws of various nations. Many nations use large elements of the global 
standard and adjust various elements to suit the local needs and priorities. 
 
In addition, there has been international agreements written in order to address various 
aspects of genetics. For example, the Council of Europe’s Oviedo Convention states that 
“predictive genetic tests should be used only for medical purposes.” In addition, it prohibits 
the use of germline editing that might alter the genetic makeup of later generations. However, 
like the global standards of The Council for International Organizations of Medical Sciences, 
the agreements passed by the Council of Europe’s Oviedo Convention is not ratified by every 
nation, and in many cases, local legislature that should reflect these agreements are either not 
implemented, or not enforced properly.   
 
The United Nations has also shared its concerns regarding the application of genetic 
modification in humans. In 2005, UNESCO adopted the Universal Declaration on Bioethics 
and Human Rights (UDBHR), where it was passed to address the various bioethical concerns 
that may arise from the rapid advancement of the medical and scientific field. Many consider 
UDBHR a key element in the regulation of ethical standard in many nations in the southern 



hemisphere, where no standards exist. Overall the UDBHR captures 15 primary elements that 
include: Persons without the capacity to consent, sharing of benefits, protecting future 
generation, and other categories that are loosely related to genetic modification. The inclusion 
of consent for those that are unable to consent is significant to the biomedical field, as a fetus 
technically cannot consent, therefore when genome changes such as germline changes occurs, 
these fetuses could not consent, therefore conflict with this law. Overall, the UDBHR helps 
set a precent in a field that was largely unregulated and helps to deal with the ethical issues 
that may arise. On a much later date, during 2015, the United Nations addressed the topic of 
genetic modification in humans specifically. The UN panel warned that advances in genetic 
technology could open the door for possibilities of designer babies, and stated that, 
“Interventions on the human genome should be admitted only for preventive, diagnostic or 
therapeutic reasons and without enacting modifications for descendants.” The alternative 
would “jeopardize the inherent and therefore equal dignity of all human beings and renew 
eugenics.” 
 
 
2.4 Stance of Developed Countries  
 
The stance of developed countries on regulation regarding genetic modification is largely 
against with most developed nations such as Canada and European nations outright banning 
these processes, yet the United States has restrictive rules by law. However, the actual 
process of genetic modification within the united states is a bureaucratic nightmare, 
considering the various permits and licenses that have to be acquired before the actual 
process of genetic modification, and often times there are local legislation that prohibit such 
actions. Therefore, the reality of genetic modification on humans in the United Nations is not 
as open as it appears to be.  
 
2.5 Stance of Developing Countries  
 
In general, developing nations often times do not have the resources nor the efforts to address 
genetic modification. Many developing nations do not have adequate legislature to address 
basic human rights, and it is simply foolish to assume that these nations will have the 
capabilities or wills to regulate such processes. Many of the developing nations also do not 
have bioethics, along with human rights infrastructure. Further, in many governments, the 
UN stated that, “Three-quarters of all our members don't have a national bioethics committee, 
so there's no body to advise the government what to do in this area.” 
 
3. Possible Solutions  
  
3.1 In Favor of Developed Countries  
 
In general, developed nations would prefer more international regulation, as many of these 
nations have established ethical boards, therefore when judged upon their own societal 
values, human rights come before the potential application to these technologies. These 
developed nations mostly banned the use of germline editing, and therefore it is likely that 
these nations would prefer to ban germline editing for all nations. This can be done through 
stronger regulations on these technologies. These stronger restrictions could also include a 
potential mortarium that has been suggested by various experts in the bioethical field, where 
these technologies will cease to be applied on humans, until the potential harms of this 



technology are fully understood. Further, developed nations can also aim to create a set of 
specific laws targeting the technology of genetic modification of humans in a specific 
manner, rather than to address humans’ rights as a whole. These laws can create a standard in 
which the development and implementation of these technology for certain medical ailments 
can be allowed which is likely not to cause other effects, whereas those technologies that can 
alter various variables will be heavily regulated, if not banned. For example, in most 
European nations, genetic modification in humans are virtually impossible to do, because of 
tight regulations, and therefore if these regulations were to be applied universally as an 
international regulation, then it is reasonable that genetic modification will not occur in 
humans.  
 
3.2 In Favor of Developing Countries  
 
Unlike developed nations, developing nations often lack adequative infrastructure to address 
violations in human rights, and genetic modification technologies are not being applied to 
humans in these nations, given that the technology is costly. However, in the near future, 
many developing nations could begin their own programs of genetic modification, therefore 
many would not prefer the idea of nations with the technologies already developed, 
regulating these nations or perhaps even preventing them from acquiring such technologies. 
Perhaps, if these nations were to be truly concerned with the potential implications of this 
technology, they can attempt to extend the mortarium on the implementation on these 
technologies within their nations, and after development surpasses a certain stage, then these 
regulations can be fully applied. However, developing nations also can hold other view 
including those that are less optimistic with the idea of genetic modification of humans being 
regulated with “western” ethics, therefore they believe that all nations should have their own 
autonomy to dictate whether or not it will be regulated. For example, developing nations 
within regions such as Africa could potentially face regulation regarding an industry that has 
not even been relevant to these nations simply due to the lack of technology itself, thereby 
creating no real incentive to pursue regulations.  
 
4. Keep in Mind the Following  
 
When researching your country’s positions, focus on the current state of genetic modification 
technologies, bioethical principles, human rights principles, previous treaties. Here are some 
questions to consider: 

1. Should nations be given the freedom to exercise their own control over their own 
bioethical laws? 

2. Should genetic modification technology be applied to humans in all cases: medical 
treatment, cosmetic purposes, designer babies? 

3. To what extent should genetic modification technology on humans be limited to? 
4. What type of restrictions should be placed on genetic modification on humans for 

medical purposes?  
5. If nations choose not to regulate, how will nations address the potential unintended 

consequences that could last for generations? 
6. If implemented, how should these laws be enforced, as many developing nations 

cannot adequately deal with human rights violations? 
 



5. Evaluation  
 
Delegates should try to find a solution that balances the medical applications of this 
technology to the unwanted or perhaps foreseen consequences that could arise from various 
implementation of this technology. In 2004, Mr. Annan of the United Nations warned, “the 
greatest fear is that we may be trying to 'play God,' with unforeseeable consequences, in the 
end precipitating our own destruction.” Further, some nations have outright banned these 
technologies, while other nations do not have proper legislature to deal with human rights 
violations, therefore it is the task of you to represent your nation, and bring up pragmatic 
solutions that can address effectively, the various stages of genetic modification in humans.  
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